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Mie Furusawa 
 
 
I hope that Professor Hessler won’t mind me calling her ‘Kathy’. Basically, I agree with the direction of 
Kathy’s argument that we should advance the protection of animals. But while I share the same goal with 
Kathy, I would like to comment on her paper, addressing three main areas. 
 
The first point is about the status of animals in our society. Although I have no competence to review 
the history Kathy described, she has provided some materials to think about the moral and legal status of 
animals, which are “property” under our legal structure. Her presentation stimulated my imagination 
about the possibility of rectifying our bias toward the status of animals as “property”. Despite the fact 
that the concepts of ownership deeply underlie our modern legal system, the status of animals, I imagine, 
may gradually be improved from simple property. 
I was also interested in her introduction that some religions might have been developed as a response to 
religious practice at that time. So, my questions here are; 
・In the western tradition of Christianity, that has drawn a strict line between humans and animals, do 
you think that the rapid development of animal protection movements in recent years in the Western 
world has also been a religious response to the cruel treatment of animals at a former time?  
・Do you think some movements for animal protection in contemporary America are related to certain 
developments in religion? 
・Do you think such Christianity is possible as shows respect to animals? 
 
My second comment is about “rights”. From Kathy’s speech, I was not sure of her viewpoint about 
“animal rights”. But from her context introducing the history and culture related to animals, I conjecture 
her view to be the following.  
Kathy emphasizes the relation between non violence, care for animals, objection against racism, and 
pacifism. She seems to be saying that caring for animals, with one’s feeling them as family members, i.e. 
not having animals under human power, is linked to the concept of peace and non violence in general 
(such as shown in the concept of “Golden Age” in her speech). She does not exclude animals from our 
welfare concerns. 
 It seems to me that the background of her theory is a little bit different from those in the 70’s movement 
in the U.S. which emerged as the “animal rights movement”. They theorized on rights for animals who 
are sentient or capable of reason, applying the same measure for human and animal individuals. But 
guessing from her paper, Kathy might believe that “rights talk” must have some limitations to protect 
animals. So I would like to ask her; 
・What other direction is possible for us than relying upon the concept of “rights” which seems to be 
necessary in order to sue for the protection of laboratory animals?  
 
 My last comment is about animal experiments. It seems to me that there are 3 levels of protection for 
laboratory animals. 
1. The researchers can do anything with animals but the experiments need refinement. 
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2. The researchers should not do unnecessary experiments such as those for cosmetics in EU, tobacco, 
alcohol or weapons in certain countries. (the purpose of experiments should be checked) or dual 
experiments (i.e. experiments should be reduced). 
3. The researchers should not do some experiments for any purpose even if they would benefit us. (This 
principle is shown in the abandonment of using great apes in current EU countries. To what extend do 
restrictions fall under this category?) 
Kathy pointed out the non-effectiveness of 3R’s in the process of IACUCs in the U.S. Concerning the 
authorization system for animal experiments, the American and Japanese ones are self regulation systems 
while the British and EU’s are government oriented. I believe it is more likely to recognize animal rights 
in the cost (animal suffering) –benefit (human benefit) analysis in the U.K. and EU than in the U.S. and 
Japan, which would function as “side-constraints ” as was coined by Robert Nozick concerning humans. 
My questions are; 
・Considering the current U.S. that has academic freedom and a self regulation system, don’t you think 
that in order to increase respect for laboratory animal welfare the U.S. should apply a more government 
oriented regulation approach? 
・Do you think it will be possible to protect laboratory animals, even if the experiments benefit our 
society, if they have the right not to be involved with certain experiments and can withhold their consent 
through their guardians in the same way that humans can? 
 
Above are my remarks and questions to Kathy. Finally, I would like to add my conviction to which her 
paper has led me that caring for animals can be realized in broader context. As Kathy suggests, I hope 
sensitivity not only to human beings but also to animals is to be gradually integrated into our whole 
society in near future. Thank you. 
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